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ABSTRACT

Wang, Qiang. M.S., Department of Psychology, Wright State University, 2008.
The Dynamics of Workplace Harassment and Revenge: Mediation and Moderation
Effects.

This study examined the mediating role of rumination, state anger, and blame attribution,
and the moderating role of trait forgiveness in the relationship between workplace
harassment and revenge behavior. Results based on a sample of 310 employed students
suggested that workplace harassment is positively associated with both major revenge
and minor revenge. Also, the multiple mediation test showed that rumination, state anger,
and blame attribution completely mediate the proposed relationships between workplace
harassment and both types of revenge behavior. In addition, as proposed, trait forgiveness
moderated the relationship between two internal states (i.e., state anger and blame
attribution) and major revenge behavior, such that victims high in trait forgiveness sought
major revenge less often when they were angry or attributed blame to the perpetrator. The
theoretical, and practical implications of the findings were also discussed.
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I. INTRODUCTION
Workplace harassment—persistent harmful behavior intentionally directed by one
employee against another in the workplace (Aquino & Lamertz, 2004; Neuman & Baron,
1998; Zapf, Einarsen, Hoel, & Vartia, 2003), is a growing research topic in organizational
psychology. A quick review of previous research makes it apparent that workplace
harassment is a major concern. A wide range of antecedents and consequences have
emerged from those streams of research. Building upon the victim’s perspective, a metaanalysis by Bowling and Beehr (2006) showed that both the characteristics of work
context (e.g., other stressors) and victims’ individual differences (e.g., negative
affectivity) have an impact on whether or not an employee is going to be harassed,
whereas consequences of workplace harassment receiving consistent empirical support
include generic strains (ρ = .35, k = 27, N = 17,663), anxiety (ρ = .31, k = 16, N = 4,918),
depression (ρ = .34, k = 16, N = 5,625), burnout (ρ = .39, k = 9, N = 5,633), frustration (ρ
= .40, k = 16, N = 3,613), positive emotions at work (ρ = -.21, k = 4, N = 1,783), negative
emotions at work (ρ = .46, k = 7, N = 1,549), physical symptoms (ρ = .31, k = 33, N =
13,878), self-esteem (ρ = -.21, k = 9, N = 3,066), life satisfaction (ρ = -.21, k = 3, N =
1,851), job satisfaction (ρ = -.39, k = 42, N = 19,871), organizational commitment (ρ = .36, k = 16, N = 9,224), and turnover intentions (ρ = .35, k = 24, N = 13,961). Overall,
issues regarding relationships between harassment and some antecedents and/or some
consequences were given comprehensive emphasis in organizational psychology.
While workplace harassment has begun to receive greater attention, new problems
have emerged as we study further and considerably more research on other consequences
of workplace harassment is warranted. Among the additional consequences of workplace
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harassment, victims’ resulted revenge behavior is of primary importance. Bies and Tripp
(2005) argued that workplace revenge fits more parsimoniously under the workplace
aggression concept and serves as a unique approach to investigating workplace
aggression. Accordingly, a singular revenge-based motive collapsed across a wide range
of aggressive behaviors, from verbal to physical, from covert to overt, from indirect to
direct, and from interpersonally directed to organizationally directed, into a more general
category. Revenge, to a large extent, reflects the ability of both parties (i.e., perpetrator
and victim) to mutually engage in negative behaviors and leads to a reciprocal and more
severe level of workplace harassment. Despite being an important approach within the
concept of workplace aggression, revenge rarely played a major role in empirical
research (Bies, Tripp, & Kramer, 1997). The purpose of the current study was to fill this
gap in the workplace harassment literature.
Most previous research on workplace harassment tends to share criticisms of
taking a “black box” approach and potential reasons for the relationships of workplace
harassment with its antecedents and consequences investigated are generally ignored
(Bowling & Beehr, 2006). One goal of Bowling and Beehr’s meta-analysis (2006) was to
summarize prior research by developing and testing a model of the antecedents and
outcomes of harassment at work. The examination of their model was accomplished by a
comprehensive and systematic narrative analysis in conjunction with a meta-analytic
procedure. Yet, the full model was unable to be substantiated due to the incomprehensive
study of some relationships in previous research. Like most research, the investigation of
potential mechanisms for the relationships proposed in the model is still lacking. Thus, a
second purpose of this article was to shed more light on this point by taking into
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consideration rumination, state anger, and blame attribution as potential mediators in the
harassment-revenge relationship. Specifically, this study examined whether or not
workplace harassment would affect revenge behavior by intensifying these three internal
states.
The current study also introduced trait forgiveness to the harassment-revenge
relationship. According to Aquino, Grover, Goldman, and Folger (2003), workplace
forgiveness, as opposed to revenge, is a much more productive construct which may
serve to restore damaged workplace relationships in the aftermath of workplace
harassment. The feeding role of forgiveness in fostering conflict resolution and the lack
of theory and empirical research of this topic produced by organization sciences directed
the need to investigate this construct in the present study. Forgiveness may de-escalate
conflict to a more manageable and less detrimental level. The final purpose of this study
was to contribute to the limited literatures of workplace forgiveness by investigating its
ability to moderate the three mediation models mentioned above. In a consideration that it
would be much easier to picture a person behaving in a way implied by the trait, trait
forgiveness rather than state forgiveness was examined in this study.
Revenge as an Outcome of Workplace Harassment
Theoretical Background of Revenge. Even though, as mentioned earlier,
workplace harassment can have multiple consequences for both employees and
employers, it can be motivated by a desire for revenge. Revenge has been defined as an
action or effort by which the victim can inflict damage, injury, discomfort, or punishment
toward the party responsible for the perceived harm (Aquino, Tripp, & Bies, 2001;
Stuckless & Goranson, 1992) and it has been implicated in a broad range of
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aggressiveness and conflict escalation (e.g., Bies & Tripp, 2005; Kim & Smith, 1993;
Stuckless & Goranson, 1992). Over the past decade, workplace revenge has received
burgeoning attention in the organizational literature (Bies & Tripp, 2005). Drawing on
the previous research, two features from the concept of revenge stand out: 1) a singular
revenge-based motive, and 2) its destructive and constructive implications for individuals
and organizations. While the former bases a broad range of aggressive behaviors on
subjugation of a much more concise construct (i.e., revenge), the latter tends to uncover
that this somewhat frightening behavior on the surface can, along with negative outcomes,
also serve some positive purpose like deterring further intentions to repeat the harmful
behavior in the future. Both features of revenge concept make revenge a unique approach
to workplace aggression (Bies & Tripp, 2005). It should be noted that, even though
people could judge morally good revenge behaviors (e.g., constructive revenge) more
favorably than bad ones (e.g., destructive revenge) revenge usually escalates conflicts out
of control (Kim & Smith, 1993). This may explain why people do not really approve of
any type revenge though some is more legitimate than others (Tripp, Bies, & Aquino,
2002).
As mentioned earlier, concerns have been raised about revenge in the workplace
(e.g., Aquino et al., 2001, 2006; Bradfield & Aquino, 1999; Skarlicki & Folger, 1997;
Tripp et al., 2002). Basic research by Folger and Skarlicki (2005) has laid the
groundwork for organizational retaliatory behavior (ORB) within the literature on
organizational justice. Their propositions suggest that perceived unfair treatment at work
tends to provoke an intention for retaliation, and the wronged party has a strong desire to
restore their status by punishing harmdoers. Skarlicki and Folger (1997) found that
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distributive justice, procedural justice, and interactional justice are negatively related to
ORB. Relative to research on these organizationally-directed behaviors (e.g., ORB),
interpersonal directed revenge has received limited attention from organizational
researchers. The present study extends beyond previous literature in that it fleshes out the
extant research by taking interpersonal directed revenge behavior into account.
Revenge as an Outcome Behavior of Workplace Harassment. The current study
argued that workplace harassment is positively related to revenge behavior for two
reasons. The first rests on theories of interpersonal reciprocity. Since revenge has long
been subsumed under the classification of reciprocity in the American Psychological
Abstracts (Stuckless & Goranson, 1992), reciprocity is of central importance and familiar
to most revenge researchers. The norm of reciprocity (Goldner, 1960), stipulating that
those who do a favor expect a favor in return and that those who receive a favor feel
obliged to repay, is a reliably strong and pervasive rule in any human society which binds
individuals together into highly coordinated units. When people violate the norm of
reciprocity by not repaying an investment or a favor, they are usually detested by the
social group and in a sense of indebtedness. This ‘Golden Rule’ has been taken to explain
phenomenon in the workplace, including giving and receiving social support (e.g.,
Bowling, Beehr, & Swader, 2005), psychological contracts (De Vos, Buyens, & Schalk,
2003), organizational commitment (Griffin & Hepburn, 2005), and organizational
citizenship behaviors (Coyle-Shapiro, Kessler, & Purcell, 2004).
Concomitant with the change of different social relationships or different types of
exchange, standards of reciprocity may vary accordingly (McLean Parks, 1997). Using
norms which do not fit the relationship may yield indebtedness which may be damaging
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to relationships. Specifically, interactions with close family members would call for a
more altruistic or loose norm of reciprocity (e.g., generalized reciprocity), whereas those
with acquaintances would call for a more strict norm of reciprocity (e.g., balanced
reciprocity). Following this reasoning, Bowling et al. (2005) argued that the norm of
reciprocity is more strict and applicable in superficial working relationships than in
family or intimate relationships. In other words, relative to communal relationships such
as families or established friendships, colleague cooperation is an exchange relationship.
Work-related benefits involving impersonal resources like money, services, and
information, or socioemotional resources like respect are more likely to be given with the
expectation of receiving a comparable benefit in return (i.e., exchange relationship) than
in response to needs or to demonstrate a general concern for the colleague (i.e.,
communal relationship; Clark & Mills, 1993; Clark, Mills, & Corcoran, 1989). Thus,
specific norms of reciprocity that are suitable for the workplace are more prone to
violation than are those for close relationships. Once a perceived violation has been
committed or is expected, retributive revenge is not far behind (McLean Parks, 1997).
Revenge acts as an example of negative reciprocity, whose emphasis is placed not
on the return of benefits but on the return of injuries (Goulder, 1960; McLean Parks,
1997; Mitchell, 1988). Researchers (McLean Parks, 1997; Mitchell, 1988) have described
two rules for the negative type of reciprocity: 1) the victim should not help the perceived
harmer, and 2) the victim should harm the perceived harm-doer. Simply put, instead of
being harmed and then forgetting or forgiving, negative reciprocity is about getting even,
to “take from” because one has been “taken” (Mitchell, 1988). Thus, revenge, expressed
as the famous ‘law of the talon’ called for ‘life for life, eye for eye, tooth for tooth, hand
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for hand…’ for the purpose of exacting justice, evening the score, righting the wrong,
balancing the scales, is classified as a typical example of negative reciprocity (Neuman &
Baron, 2003). When people feel attacked, they usually respond with an attack of similar
severity (Geen, 1968). Revenge-driven consequences of high symmetry to the original
consequences are preferable to those of low symmetry (Tripp et al., 2002). In summary,
on the basis of the preceding discussion, the contribution that people provide to and
benefits they receive from a relationship should be equivalent. Workplace harassment
destroys this equivalence. Feelings of injustice, resentment, distress, and burden are
evoked among victims who contribute more than they receive, whereas indebtedness,
guilt, and shame are yielded among the perpetrators who contribute less than they receive.
Revenge is enacted by the injured party (i.e., victim) as a way to eliminate this burden,
injustice, distress, and resentment, and restore status and self-esteem.
In addition to the norms of reciprocity, lending further support to the harassmentrevenge relationship is the interplay of ‘heating up and cooling down process’ (Bies et al.,
1997). Bies and Tripp (2005) enumerated three provocations of revenge, including goal
obstruction, norm violation, and status derogation, followed by a series of cognitive and
emotional sufferings like overly personalistic attributions, biased punctuation of conflict,
exaggerated perception of conspiracy, and anger, to name a few. Even though these
intense misperceptions and “white-hot” emotions may dissipate over time (McLean Parks,
1997), in order to reduce the injustice gap, revenge is usually more accessible. Plus, due
to the close association of revenge with the personal and organizational identity, if the
aggrieved party has to resort to revenge to protect their sense of self, of value, and of
honor, they will (McLean Parks, 1997). Workplace harassment, (e.g., yelling, belittling,
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isolating, giving dirty looks, making threats, ridiculing, obscene gestures, insulting,
humiliating, rumor spreading), indicative of such provocations, should also be a
motivating factor in seeking revenge. Specifically, building upon the theory of ‘heating
up and cooling down process,’ workplace harassment may activate the heating-up process
involving revenge cognitions, motivations, and emotions. In order to release these hot
cognitions, motivations, and emotions, four categories of cooling down paths consisting
of venting, dissipation, fatigue, and explosion are introduced to cool off these hot
cognitions and emotions and satisfy the revenge motive in terms of revenge behavior.
Therefore, workplace harassment may yield revenge behavior through the interplay of the
heating up and cooling down process. These two explanations above elicited the
following hypothesis:
Hypothesis 1: perceived workplace harassment is positively related to selfreported revenge.
Mediators: the Nature and Development of Revenge Behavior
A sense of injustice (e.g., retributive justice) is usually derived from the aggrieved
party’s subjective judgment of harm (Kim & Smith, 1993). As some researchers (e.g.,
Bies & Tripp, 1996, 2005; Bies et al., 1997; Skarlicki & Folger, 1997) brought to light, it
seems that the development of revenge behavior tends to involve a complex mental state
that is in principle difficult to verify conclusively. In this sense, the propositions by
McLean Parks (1997) that victims want to “get even” for perceived dishonor and punish
perpetrators raises issues that are relevant to both researchers and practitioners. Little is
known regarding what specific internal states would shape process. Fortunately, the
conclusion of Bies, Tripp, and colleagues (e.g., Bies & Tripp, 1996, 2005; Bies et al.,
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1997) brought the revenge construct up to date, and captured several pivotal points on
which cognition and/or emotion driven revenge behavior turn. As shown in their research
(e.g., Aquino et al., 2001; Bies & Tripp, 1996, 2005; Bies et al., 1997; Bradfield &
Aquino, 1999), rumination, state anger, and blame attribution are of primary importance
in people’s explanation of their revenge. This idea is also supported by a comprehensive
framework of aggression—general aggression model (GAM; Anderson & Bushman,
2002), which argues that internal states are crucial processes through which the input
variable such as workplace harassment, can have impact on the outcome of aggressive
behaviors. These arguments are consistent with the notion that internal states generated
by workplace harassment (e.g., rumination, state anger, blame attribution) can be
channeled into revenge behavior. The current study examined rumination, state anger,
and blame attribution as mediators of the workplace harassment—revenge relationship.
Rumination. Rumination is a maladaptive cognitive process involving persistent
negative, intrusive thoughts about their negative events and negative emotions (e.g.,
depression, anxiety) (Nolen-Hoeksema, 1991). People tend to automatically engage in
rumination and believe that, by staying focused on the task at hand, they are gaining
insight into their problems and feelings, with solutions to follow (Lyubomirsky & NolenHoeksema, 1993; Nolen-Hoeksema, 1991). Ironically, rumination is usually
counterproductive (e.g., Carver & Scheier, 1990; Ingram & Smith, 1984; Lewinsohn,
Hoberman, Teri, & Hautzinger, 1985; Nolen-Hoeksema, 1991; Teasdale, 1983). People
induced to rumination in response to negative events focus attention not on how to
change their situation, but on how terribly they feel.
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Possible reasons for this difficulty of adapting their cognitive set to changing
environment contingencies include the ruminator’s tendency toward cognitive
inflexibility, or perseveration (i.e., failure to modify behavior and adjust cognitive set
effectively according to the given feedback, expected consequences, or environmental
contingencies; Davis & Nolen-Hoeksema, 2000). Indeed, studies have found that people
who failed to disengage from rumination have significantly less accessibility to active,
structured problem solving (Carver, Scheier, & Weintraub, 1989; Lyubomirsky & NolenHoeksema, 1993, 1995; Nolen-Hoeksema & Morrow, 1991). Thus, though people tend to
ruminate in an attempt to understand and make appropriate changes to their situations,
they usually come to more negative conclusions, anticipate negative outcomes in the
future, and make more counterproductive decisions than if they did not ruminate. These
characteristics of rumination may aid in understanding causal mechanisms underlying
rumination and negative phenomena.
In occupational research, stressors are generally known as stressful aspects of jobs
(Spector & Jex, 1998). Stressors have begun to emerge as important predictors of
rumination. Testing this prediction, a correlational study by Nolen-Hoeksema, Parker,
and Larson (1994) has shown that people who reported more ruminations also reported
more stressors like being socially isolated, not feeling affirmed by others, and more
friction in their social networks. It stands to reason that workplace stressors, like
workplace harassment, may be predictive of rumination. Likewise, rumination may feed
the revenge strategy directly. In retrospect, a quick perusal of previous research makes it
evident that the function of rumination in the revenge-seeking process is not new and
several studies (e.g., McCullough, Bellah, Kilpatrick, & Johnson, 2001; McCullough,
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Rachal, Sandage, Worthington, Brown, & Hight, 1998) have demonstrated a causal
association between rumination and revenge behavior. Yet relative little attention has
been paid to rumination as a mediator within the relationship between a provocation and
revenge.
Rumination may be one mechanism that explains how workplace harassment
leads to later revenge behaviors. I posit this link based on one of the key premises of Bies
et al.’s heating up and cooling down process of revenge in the workplace (Bies & Tripp,
1996; Bies, Tripp, & Kramer, 1997). According to Bies et al.’s theory (1996), the
development of revenge is a gradual process, in which rumination serves as a typical
stage of intermediate information processing. In ruminating, the victim usually revisits
the episode of harassment in memory and reconfirms confidence in their interpretation by
finding new evidence neglected in the initial processing of the episode. Doing so along
with some typical afterward moods like anger and frustration may afford one a more
prepared opportunity for revenge. The more ruminative the person, the more convinced
one may become of the intentionality and hidden significance of a harassment episode,
and the more difficult it may be to refrain from revenge seeking (Bies et al., 1997).
Rumination helps victims to keep focused on the objectives of restoring balance, teaching
perpetrators a lesson, and saving face (McCullough et al., 2001). Extending Miller,
Pedersen, Earleywine, and Pollock’s theory (2003) for displaced aggression, McCullough,
Bono, and Root’s (2007) provided additional elaboration on the mediating role of
rumination within the relationship between harassment and revenge. More specifically,
rumination may generate a re-experiencing of the episode by rehearsing memories of the
episode, along which the re-elicited negative affect spreads again to influence cognition,
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motivation, and physiological preparedness for fight-or-flight responding. More to the
point of my argument, induced rumination could reenergize victim’s efforts and readiness
to seek revenge against perpetrators held responsible for harassment episodes. Taken
together, these discussions above suggest the following hypothesis.
Hypothesis 2a: Rumination mediates the workplace harassment—revenge
relationship.
State Anger. State anger, referring to an emotional state of different intensity
triggered by some perceived wrongdoing and harm, is the most common response to
injustice (Miller, 2001) and the most frequently experienced emotion (Allred, 1999;
Averill, 1982; Sloan, 2004). One study showed that most people (85%) experience anger
at least once a week, in which the frequency of anger experience was examined within a
population of both community residents and students (Averill, 1982). Anger as the
dominant emotional reaction to another party’s harmful behavior in the work context is
also well documented (Allred, 1999). The more responsible the managers rated the
perpetrator to be, the more intense the anger they would experience (Allred, 1999). Of all
the negative emotions, anger has received the most extensive attention in the human
aggression literature (e.g., Berkowitz, 1989; Berkowitz; 1990; Neuman & Baron, 1997).
However, research on anger in organizational psychology is only beginning to
accumulate, and empirical tests are only beginning to emerge. Drawing on previous
research (e.g., Narayanan, Menon, & Spector, 1999; Spector & Fox, 2005; Van Katwyk,
Fox, Spector, & Kelloway, 2000), it appears as if researchers of the workplace prefer to
regard state anger as just one of many negative emotions. Nevertheless, when dealing
with revenge behavior, other-directed, discrete, and negative emotions, like anger, should

12

have come under closer scrutiny for several reasons. First, both anger and revenge are
other-directed interpersonal variables arose from an inherently social interaction. In other
words, they are both directly focused toward another person (Allred, 1999; Stuckless &
Goranson, 1992). Second, both anger and revenge are at the same level of specificity.
Anger, as a discrete emotion, should be of primary importance in the prediction of such
specific anger-driven behaviors as revenge because it has a more focused and specific
influence on revenge behavior than general or other emotions (Allred, 1999). Third, both
anger and revenge are motivation-based. Anger, the subjective experience that
accompanies aggressive impulses, is the motive behind many types of aggression (Averill,
1983). It is probable that anger would set the stage for later effects on revenge behavior
simply by virtue of the same singular motive. Taken together, the general principle that
the discrete emotion—anger elicits very specific revenge behaviors has been well
supported (Allred, 1999).
It has been suggested that a deliberate mistreatment is necessary for anger and
revenge to arise (e.g., Allred, 1999; Averill, 1982; Bies & Tripp, 2005). When
investigating revenge behaviors, one should consider the role of state anger—the figural
element in revenge at first. Such suggestion extends existing work by highlighting the
mediation of state anger on the perceived harassment—revenge relationship. Researchers
are examining the mediating effect of affective component on the relationship between
frustration events and overt expression of aggression through organizational behaviors
(e.g., counterproductive work behavior) with renewed interest. Building on previous
theorizing (Dollard, Doob, Miller, & Sears, 1939), Fox and Spector’s work frustrationaggression model (1999) maintains that the theoretical link between frustrated events in
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the organization (i.e., situational constraints which block individuals from accomplishing
valued work goals or attaining effective performance) and behavioral outcomes (i.e.,
counterproductive, anti-role, antisocial, maladaptive or deviant behaviors) should be
mediated by employee’s affective response to the antecedent context, including job
dissatisfaction, feelings of stress, feelings of frustration, anxiety and anger. Their results,
in conjunction with their later study (Fox, Spector, & Miles, 2001), provided support for
their assertion. Though these findings on work frustration-aggression model have
thought-provoking implications for the mediation model (i.e., state anger mediates the
harassment-revenge relationship) in the current study, care needs to be exercised, in part
because of the conceptualization differences between revenge and counterproductive
work behaviors. In comparison with counterproductive work behaviors, revenge
sometimes serves a constructive purpose (e.g., deterring any intent for future harassment)
useful to all parties, including the victim, the perpetrator, and the organization itself (Bies
& Tripp, 2005).
Brehm’s study on the intensity of emotion (Brehm, 1999) suggested a new
direction for the explanation of the anger-driven retaliatory conflict. His arguments
suggest that certain emotions have motivational character and emotions have been
thought of as states of motivational arousal, which may urge one to behave in a particular
way. Specifically speaking, motivational states not only urge one to do something, they
also set directions for behavior. Whereas fear may urge one to flee, anger may motivate
one to get even. Brehm’s theory has received empirical support from research specifically
designed to test this theory. As such, since anger is very easily seen as a motivational
state, it would be conceivable to argue that the revenge motive, to some extent, may
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originate from motivational arousal. Therefore it follows that people may act on their
anger by revenging against the harmdoer. Research has shown that managers usually
acted on their anger by retaliating against the other party held responsible for the harmful
behavior (Allred, 1999). In summary, it is reasonably clear that intentional harmful
behavior like workplace harassment would lead to some sort of anger emotion (e.g.,
Allred, 1999; Bies & Tripp, 2005; Bies et al., 1997). The motivating nature of “hot”
anger means that individuals will be highly motivated to reduce it. Serving a “cooling
down purpose,” revenge is usually on the behavioral end of this causal flow. The
preceding discussion of this section leads to the following hypothesis:
Hypothesis 2b: State anger mediates the workplace harassment—revenge
relationship.
Blame attribution. Another key to the workplace harassment—revenge
relationship is making sense of the attributional processes during a harassment episode.
Due to people’s self-serving purpose, it is reasonably clear that unpleasant events such as
harassment may frequently be attributed to others (Bowling & Beehr, 2006). Unexpected,
negative and important experiences provoke engagement in attributional thinking
whereby individuals search for reasons for harmful behavior (e.g., Weiner, 1985, 1995).
Allred (1999) argued that the adversely affected parties’ revenge behavior deals both with
the locus attribution of causality and responsibility of the harmful action. Even though
this line of attribution research has highlighted some essential components of a
perception that the victim has been dealt an injustice, these two types of locus attributions
are insufficient predictors of the victim’s revenge behavior in accordance with Shaver’s
prescriptive theory of the attribution of blame (1985). At the center of Shaver’s work

15

were the conceptual distinctions among causality, responsibility, and blame. He argued
that the assignment of blame reflects a complex process of social judgment made about
the perpetrator by a perceiver who takes several different elements into account.
Generally speaking, attribution of blame for a negative occurrence is the result of a
process that requires some necessary intermediate steps involving a specific level of
personal causality (i.e., single causation at the intentional level), a combination of
different responsibility dimensions (i.e., causation, knowledge of the consequences,
intentionality, voluntary choice, and the capacity to distinguish right from wrong), and
the failure to have an adequate justification or excuses from the harm-doer. It stands to
reason that the victim would be better equipped to shape revenge behavior after an
assignment of blame. Thus, aside from the basic attribution style focusing on the locus of
attribution (i.e., external attribution and internal attribution; Heider, 1958; Jones & Davis,
1965; Kelley, 1967), revenge behaviors are largely contingent on the extent to which the
victim assigns blame to the harm-doer (Bradfield & Aquino, 1999).
Lending further support to Shaver’s perspective is Mikula’s attribution-of-blame
model of judgments of injustice (2003). This model argues that three elements build the
basis of people’s experiences of unjust events, which include: 1) an observed violation of
somebody’s entitlement, 2) a perpetrator is held responsible for this violation (i.e.,
causation, control, and intention), and 3) perceived justification by the victim for the
violation is lacking. As noted by Mikula, this model does not distinguish particular types
of injustice and judgment of injustice in this model was deemed as a particular example
of blaming largely drawing on the attribution of blame research. The victim’s blame
would be assigned to those who are held responsible for the violation of entitlement
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without sufficient justification. People’s perception of injustice leads to reactions to
another party’s harmful behavior that the victim justifies as revenge (Allred, 1999;
Bowling & Beehr, 2006). In particular, if an event is perceived as unjust, negative,
harmful, or threatening to the individual then it becomes likely that revenge could result
afterward. Another study by Milgram, Stern, and Levin (2006) depicts a similar sequence
of prerequisites in the shaping process of revenge-seeking behavior. Based on their
arguments, the victim is more likely to seek revenge if: 1) the offense caused severe
injury, 2) the perpetrator was characterized by malicious intent and gross negligence, 3)
apology from the perpetrator is lacking, 4) the perpetrator was totally responsible for the
offense. The preceding discussion implies that the antecedents of blame attribution and
revenge are similar, with both including a negative event, attributions about causality,
responsibility, and some lacking of justification. The similarities in the development of
blame attribution and revenge behavior in these two models suggest a proposition that
blame attribution could mediate the relationship between workplace harassment and
revenge since the behavioral response to mistreatment would only emerge after a
cognitive appraisal of the nature of the harmful behavior (Hobfoll, 1989). As a result of
forgoing review, the following hypothesis was proposed:
Hypothesis 2c: Blame attribution mediates the workplace harassment—revenge
relationship.
Forgiveness: A Conflict Resolution Alternative in Workplace Relationships
Rumination, state anger, blame attribution, and revenge, in combination, represent
a phenomenon of unforgiveness—the delayed experience of negative emotions, such as
blame, anger, bitterness, hostility, to name a few, and a hyperaroused stress response
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fostered through rumination (Worthington & Wade, 1999). Forgiveness is one of many
ways in the reduction of unforgiveness (Worthington & Wade, 1999). Even though
academic opinions of the ways that people forgive vary, there is a relatively high degree
of consensus among scholars on the conceptualization of forgiveness, namely, it is a
complex process involving a host of offense-related cognitive, affective, and behavioral
changes toward the offender. These forgiveness changes foster the reduction of negative
components in unforgiveness, such as anger, rumination, blame attribution, and revenge
motivation, accompanied by an increase in constructive elements such as compassion,
empathy, benevolent attribution, and seeking positive relationship with the offender
(Enright, Gassin, & Wu, 1992; McCullough, Fincham, & Tsang, 2003; McCullough,
Root, & Cohen, 2006; McCullough, Rachal, Sandage, Worthington, Brown, & Hight,
1998; Wade & Goldman, 2006; Worthington & Wade, 1999). As such, forgiveness and
unforgiveness do not necessarily indicate two opposed poles of one concept.
Fundamental to forgiveness is the diminution in the central concomitants of
unforgiveness, including rumination, state anger, blame attribution, and revenge, is only
at its minimum, which delineates the first reason of my focus on forgiveness in this study.
The shared similarity of forgiveness with other variables in the current study and its
feeding role in conflict resolution in the workplace account for another reason in point.
Over the past decade, the volume of forgiveness research by social scientists has
mounted steadily. The organizational sciences have begun to produce empirical research
on forgiveness in recent years (Aquino et al., 2001; Bradfield & Aquino, 1999). Aquino,
Grover, Goldman, and Folger (2003) defined workplace forgiveness as “a process
whereby an employee who perceives himself or herself to have been the target of a
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morally injurious offense deliberately attempts (a) overcome negative emotions (e.g.,
resentment, anger, hostility) toward his or her offender and (b) refrain from causing the
offender harm even when he or she believes it is morally justifiable to do so.” Even
though workplace forgiveness is still in need of a comprehensive definition, what is
notable in this conceptualization is that interpersonal forgiveness can be theoretically
located in a social context where an interpersonal harm occurs. In particular, forgiveness
presupposes a perceived injury from the forgiver, a perceived harm-doer accountable for
wrongdoing, and a belief of justified retribution toward the harm-doer by the forgiver
(Aquino et al., 2003). No matter at what level (i.e., affective, cognitive, and behavioral),
though largely intrapersonal, both the absence of the negative and the presence of the
positive are directed toward the perpetrator. Researchers have emphasized interpersonal
aspects of forgiveness (Worthington, 2005a). The present view of forgiveness is similar
to rumination, state anger, blame attribution, and revenge, of interest in this study.
Forgiveness, rumination, state anger, blame attribution, and revenge, are mutually
exclusive but closely aligned constructs inherent in many of social interactions, and all
have a parsimonious fit under the conceptual umbrella of workplace conflict. It is the
positive effect on the release of negative feelings and repairing damaged relationships
that make forgiveness unique.
Forgiveness can be measured either at the dispositional level or offense-specific
level. In other words, forgiveness can be viewed as a basic trait that influences a range of
intrapersonal states and human behaviors. Trait forgiveness is a general tendency to be
forgiving over time and across situations (Berry, Worthington, O’Connor, Parrott, &
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Wade, 2005). In the current study, trait forgiveness is postulated to serve as a moderator
in the mediation models proposed above.
Trait Forgiveness as a Moderator of the Relationships between Workplace
Harassment and the Three Mediators. Because of the prosocial nature of forgiveness, it
is expected to act as a moderator in the proposed model (see Figures 1 and 2). Since the
process of forgiveness is largely intrapersonal, the current study argues that trait-like
variable should firstly take its effect on the proximal set of mediators (i.e., rumination,
state anger, and blame attribution). First, however, it is necessary to reiterate one key
point of the forgiving process. That is, researchers tend to provide diverse answers to
basic questions of how people forgive (McCullough et al., 2006). Some researchers
explored forgiveness as a cognitive phenomenon, while, others give careful attention to
emotional changes (Berry et al., 2005). The current focus here also took differentiated
perspectives.
First, in the cognitive vein, it is in considering the forgiving process that the
reasoning of the positive effects of trait forgiveness is most heavily shaped by some
typical characteristics of forgiving person, such as reframing (Worthington, 2007), and
generous attribution (Bono & McCullough, 2006; Darby & Schlenker, 1982), to mention
a few. The cognitive work within the forgiving process involves the forgiver
reconstructing a new narrative about the unjust event, creating new predictions and
expectations (Worthington, 2007), generating generous attributions (Bono & McCullough,
2006; Darby & Schlenker, 1982), making positive assumptions (Gordon & Baucom,
1998), and disengaging from rumination (Berry et al., 2005). At the dispositional level,
people high in trait forgiveness are more willing to make the cognitive decision to forgive
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when they realize that previous ways of coping are no longer effective (Freedman,
Enright, & Knutson, 2005) and by going through the process of forgiveness, people are
committed to moving beyond the resultant of previous harm, such as rumination, state
anger, and blame attribution (Murray, 2002).
Previous research has also highlighted the importance of emotion replacement in
the forgiveness process. Generally, forgiveness, by working at full effort, may completely
or partially neutralize or replace negative emotions with positive ones (Worthington,
2007). Social scientists have been quite thorough in their descriptions of emotion
replacement. One assumption of the current section is that positive emotions, such as
empathy, sympathy, compassion, and altruistic love, will compete with and neutralize
negative emotions (e.g., anger, depression, and anxiety; Worthington, 2007). Convincing
evidence has been amassed showing that individual acts of forgiveness are related to a
reduction in anger over time (e.g., Huang & Enright, 2000; Seybold, Hill, Neumann, &
Chi, 2001). It is worth noting that these arguments did not try to separate one from the
other. The interweavement of cognition and emotion reflects processes of both natures.
Victim’s empathy-driven understanding or entering into perpetrator’s feelings
(McCullough, Worthington, & Rachal, 1997) and a secondary emotional element from
benign attribution toward the harmdoer can be viewed from multiple perspectives and at
multiple levels at the same time.
Aside from these two major processes, it was found that trait forgiveness has its
roots in two higher-order personality traits: emotional stability and agreeableness
(McCullough & Hoyt, 2002; Mullet, Neto, & Riviere, 2005). The forgiver may
demonstrate certain characteristics of emotionally stable and agreeable people. By
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characteristics I mean less responsiveness and susceptibility, more forbearance and
empathy, and less severe appraisal toward the negative-affect inductions (McCullough &
Hoyt, 2002). Such innate characteristics working on the side of forgiveness may also
prevent forgivers from negative cognitions and emotions. In combination, trait
forgiveness may predispose people to respond with less rumination, anger, and blame
attribution. More specifically, the following hypotheses were made:
Hypothesis 3a: Trait forgiveness will moderate the workplace harassment—
rumination relationship. Specifically, I expect to observe a weaker workplace
harassment—rumination relationship for victims higher in trait forgiveness
relative to those lower in trait forgiveness.
Hypothesis 3b: Trait forgiveness will moderate the workplace harassment—state
anger relationship. Specifically speaking, I expect to observe a weaker workplace
harassment—state anger relationship for victims higher in trait forgiveness
relative to those lower in trait forgiveness.
Hypothesis 3c: Trait forgiveness will moderate the workplace harassment—blame
attribution relationship. Specifically speaking, I expect to observe a weaker
workplace harassment—blame attribution relationship for victims higher in trait
forgiveness relative to those lower in trait forgiveness.
Trait Forgiveness as a Moderator of the Relationships between the Three
Mediators and Revenge. Reported benefits of forgiveness also include behavioral aspects
at the interpersonal level. Aquino et al. (2001) argued that although the victims’
perceptions of harm can trigger revenge, they usually do not act out impulses for revenge.
People hold revenge back, in part because some consider forgiveness as more fair,
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acceptable, and preferable than revenge (Bradfield & Aquino, 1999). The reduction of
revenge over time may partly rest upon a predisposed prosocial human strength or
personality trait (Berry et al., 2005). The present study also examined the effects of trait
forgiveness on the distal variable (i.e., revenge) in these three aforementioned mediation
models above.
On the basis of previous research, forgiveness scholars have reached consensus
about forgiveness as a process (McCullough & Root, 2005). Thus, forgiveness is a matter
of degree, not a dichotomy. This point of consensus raises some interesting possibilities
concerning ways that forgiveness affects the forgivers in the forgiveness process.
DiBlasio (1998) has viewed forgiveness as a decisional process—the victim’s decision
about controlling his or her behavior toward the perpetrator. Specifically, decisional
forgiveness addresses the private behavioral intention to eschew seeking revenge, or
acting to bring harm or disadvantage toward the perpetrator in an attempt to repair the
damaged relationship and even strengthen the relationship (Worthington, 2005b). Studies
(Exline, Worthington, Hill, & McCullough, 2003; Worthington & Scherer, 2004)
distinguish decisional forgiveness from emotional forgiveness. Decisional forgiveness
may take an independent path, although in some cases it can facilitate emotional
forgiveness in time (Worthington, 2007). The central feature of decisional forgiveness is
that the victim might grant it without a renunciation of emotional upset (Worthington,
2007). In this case, the victim is cognitively oriented toward angry, anxious, or
depressive rumination, and motivationally oriented toward revenge or avoidance
(Worthington, 2007). People decide to forgive because forgiveness is consistent with
their belief system (Worthington, 2007). According to Enright and Fitzgibbons (2000),
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this belief system could be a moral principle of inherent equality, which proposes that no
matter how the perpetrators treat the victims, they are all equal as human beings and
worthy of respect. It is possible that people high in trait forgiveness may hold a strong
belief of inherent equality, show a quick sense of the other’s vulnerability, and control
their revenge behavior toward the perpetrator.
This system could also be some forgiving repertoire of stored behavioral scripts.
From a research perspective, individual learns personality repertoires to develop his or
her personality which then make its impact on one’s responding behavior (e.g., Staats &
Burns, 1982). Accordingly, a predisposed forgiving person builds up his or her
forgiveness personality from early life experiences and stores a large number of
behavioral repertoires of forgiveness which then are taken to guide one’s behavior when
encountering similar experiences in the future. In doing so, people high in forgiveness
may tend to generate more forgiveness behaviors in the same situation due to their
repertoire of stored behavioral scripts. One study by Thompson, Snyder, Hoffman,
Michael, Rasmussen, Billings, Heinze, Neufeld, Shorey, Roberts, and Roberts (2005)
thus far seems to provide very robust evidence on this point. Their results that trait
forgiveness was significantly associated with time listening to forgiving statements and
the number of forgiving statements recalled, and some additional findings thereof are
supportive of their hypothesis that people preferred to listen longer to statements that
were congruent with their dispositional forgiveness level, and in turn, the additional
listening time facilitated recall. Taken together, I proposed the following hypotheses:
Hypothesis 4a: Trait forgiveness will moderate the rumination—revenge
relationship. Specifically speaking, I expect to observe a weaker rumination—
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revenge relationship for victims higher in trait forgiveness relative to those lower
in trait forgiveness.
Hypothesis 4b: Trait forgiveness will moderate the state anger—revenge
relationship. Specifically speaking, I expect to observe a weaker state anger—
revenge relationship for victims higher in trait forgiveness relative to those lower
in trait forgiveness.
Hypothesis 4c: Trait forgiveness will moderate the blame attribution—revenge
relationship. Specifically speaking, I expect to observe a weaker blame
attribution—revenge relationship for victims higher in trait forgiveness relative to
those lower in trait forgiveness.
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II. METHOD
Participants
Three hundred and seventy employed students from introductory psychology
classes at a medium-sized Midwestern University participated in the current research. All
participants had a minimum of 12 months of experience in their current job. Three
hundred and ten questionnaires were usable. Data for 60 participants were excluded for
three reasons: 1) no event could be recalled or the specified critical event was not
workplace harassment (e.g., “I can’t recall anytime that I’ve been mistreated at work;”
“This was not at work, but I was going to rent some equipment that I needed from a place
on campus. I contacted the individual beforehand to tell him what I was going to do, but
he was not there when the time came to check out the equipment”), 2) their job tenure
was less than 12 months, or 3) the questionnaire was unfinished. The average of
participants was 19.52 years old, with a mean tenure of 23.67 months, and worked 21.33
hours per week. Approximately 70% of participants were female.
Procedure
A questionnaire was administered to the employed students. Participants received
partial course credit in an introductory psychology course for participation and were
assured of anonymity. All questionnaires were returned directly to the researchers after
the completion.
Measures
Similar to Aquino et al. (2001; 2006), the current study used a critical incident to
specify salient experiences of workplace harassment. At the beginning of the
questionnaire, participants were asked to recall an example of workplace harassment.
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Specifically, they were asked the following: “Think back over the last 12 months as an
employee in your current organization to recall an incident where another person
mistreated you (this person could be a supervisor, co-worker, subordinate, customer, etc.).
Spend a minute thinking about this episode. Please write a detailed description of the
mistreatment in the space below. If you have not been mistreated by another person at
work within the last 12 months, write about the last time you were mistreated by another
person in your current organization or another organization.” Then, the participants were
asked to finish the following measures regarding their episodes of mistreatment described
above.
Workplace Harassment. A five-item scale assessed respondents’ self-appraisal of
the harassment severity. The 5 items were selected from 17-item pilot version of the
workplace harassment scale (see Appendix). Participants in the pilot study included,
fifty-nine undergraduates (46 women, 12 men; mean age = 24.73 years, SD = 6.59, range
= 16 - 47; mean tenure = 27.95 months; mean working hours per week = 27.27) from a
psychometrics class who completed the scale by rating each statement on a 7-point
Likert-type scale (1 = strongly disagree to 7 = strongly agree). Principal-components
analysis was used to reduce the number of items. Five items (i.e., “I considered this
episode of mistreatment to be very serious”; “My opinion at the time was that this
mistreatment was very severe”; “I considered this episode of mistreatment to be mild”;
“At the time I thought this episode of mistreatment was really not a big deal”; and “This
episode of mistreatment was extreme”.) were selected after examining both the item
content and the factor loading magnitudes. Cronbach’s alpha reliability was .88 for these
five items in the current study.
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Rumination. Rumination was measured using an eight-item scale developed by
McCullough et al. (2007). Participants rated the mistreatment event on a 6-point scale
ranging from not at all true of me (0) to extremely true of me (5) how much they had the
following experiences (e.g., “I couldn’t stop thinking about what he/she did to me”).
McCullough et al. (2007) yielded a high internal consistency above .94 and moderate
test-retest reliabilities ranging from .24 to .82 across all five measurement occasions. In
the present study, the Cronbach’s alpha was .96.
State Anger Scale. The state anger scale consists of fifteen-items from the STAS
(State-Trait Anger Scale; Spielberger, Jacobs, Russell, & Crane, 1983). State anger
measures the intensity of participants’ feelings “right now” (e.g., “I am mad”; “I feel
angry”). Participants answered on a four-point scale ranging from (1) not at all (4) to very
much so. Cronabch’s alpha coefficient reported by Spielberger et al. (1983) was .93 for
both male and female Navy recruits. In order to make the state anger scale conform to the
present study, all items were changed to past tense (e.g., “I was mad”; “I felt angry”) and
participants were asked to rate their feelings toward the specified salient experiences of
workplace harassment they described. This measure had a Cronbach’s alpha of .95.
Blame Attribution. Four items taken directly from Wade’s (1989) Victimization
subscale were used to assess this construct. A sample item is, “I blamed them”.
Participants rated how frequently they thought about blaming the person who mistreated
them in the incident they described above on 5-point Likert-type scale anchored from (1)
never to (5) always. Cronbach’s alpha reliability for these 4 items was .91.
Major Revenge. A measure consisting of six items were taken directly from
Bradfield and Aquino (1999) to assess revenge behavior. Respondents rated each
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statement referring to how accurately each described what they did after the mistreatment
on 5-point Likert-type scale ranging from (1) not at all accurate to (5) very accurate. A
sample item is “I tried to hurt them.” Bradfield and Aquino (1999) reported a Cronbach’s
alpha reliability of .85. In the present study, these six items yielded a Cronbach’s alpha
of .80.
Minor Revenge. The extreme examples of revenge behavior in the previous
studies (e.g., Aquino et al., 2001, 2006; Bradfield & Aquino, 1999) may partly call into
question the interpretations of their results because it appears as if extreme revenge
represents only a small subset of revenge-seeking behaviors. It is thus not surprising that
the mean value of the major revenge scale is only 1.40 (SD = 0.63) on a 5-point Likert
scale. Most participants circled “one” when responding to the items in the major revenge
scale. Given the prevalence of minor forms of workplace aggression (Neuman & Baron,
1998), the examination of minor revenge would be more significant from a practical
perspective. Thus, I devised a minor revenge scale consisting of both constructive and
destructive implications for individuals and organizations in the current study based on
previous research (Bies & Tripp, 1996; Bies & Tripp, 2005; Bies et al., 1997). Items were
also rated on a five-point Likert scale from (1) not at all accurate to (5) very accurate. As
shown in Table 1, the minor revenge scale generally yielded stronger relationships with
workplace harassment (r = .35), rumination (r = .42), state anger (r = .46), and blame
attribution (r = .45) than did major revenge (rs = .26, .14, .32, and .27 respectively).
After data collection, a principal components analysis with a varimax rotation was
performed based on 310 respondents to examine whether the two composites (i.e.,
constructive and destructive) of revenge behavior emerged. Table 1 shows the factor
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loadings for each item. The analyses indicated all eight items had high loadings on one
factor and low cross-loadings on the other. None loaded on multiple factors. Cornbach’s
alpha for the minor revenge scale was .84.
Trait forgiveness. Participants completed the Trait Forgiveness Scale (TFS; Berry
et al., 2005). A sample item from TFS is “People close to me probably think I hold a
grudge too long.” Participants were asked to rate each statements on 5-point Likert scale
from (1) strongly disagree to (5) strongly agree. Cronbach’s alpha reliabilities
were .80, .78, .79, and .74 in four studies conducted by Berry et al. (2005). A relatively
high test-retest reliability estimate of .78 across eight weeks was also reported in one of
these four studies. Also, the significant correlations between self-rating TFS and otherrating TFS (r = .35), and self-rating TFS and TNTF (r = .50) (Transgression Narrative
Test of Forgiveness; Berry, Worthington, Parrott, O’Connor, & Wade, 2001) further
demonstrated that TFS is a valid measure of trait forgiveness. Cronbach’s alpha
reliability in the current study was .74.
Demographics. Personal information, including age, gender, number of hours
worked per week, and job tenure, were collected. Information about the reported instance
of mistreatment, such as months since harassment, the number of perpetrators and victims
involved, and the gender of the perpetrator, were also collected.
Multiple Mediation Analyses
The procedures detailed by Preacher and Hayes (in press) were followed in
conducting multiple mediation analyses, which allowed for testing a model involving
simultaneous mediation by multiple variables, or multiple mediation. The current study
should have been able to test multiple mediation hypotheses by analyzing a set of simple
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mediation models. However, multiple mediation models, as noted by Preacher and Hayes
(in press), are preferable over simple mediation models because the former allow the
researcher to 1) conclude whether the set of mediators together mediate the effect of
independent variable on dependent variable; 2) determine specific mediating effect from
each mediator, conditional on the presence of other mediators in the model; 3) avoid
biased parameter estimates caused by the omitted mediators in the simple mediator
models; 4) tease apart individual mediating effects and compare the mediators to each
other at the same model. The present study bootstrapped the indirect effects of workplace
harassment on revenge (i.e., major revenge or minor revenge) using the SPSS version of
the macro developed by Preacher and Hayes (in press). After bootstrapped (arbitrary
bootstrap samples of 5000) the indirect effects of workplace harassment on either major
revenge (Table 3) or minor revenge (Table 4) using the SPSS version of the macro, a
number of statistics were computed, including the specific indirect effect for each
mediator, total indirect effects, 95% confidence intervals (percentile, bias corrected, and
bias corrected and accelerated), and pairwise contrasts of indirect effects. Bootstrapping
was used because it can closely approximate the distributions of the measured variables
in a sample to a population distribution by a re-sampling process, in which the researcher
can re-estimate the direct effects and recalculate the indirect effects for k (5000 in the
current analyses) times (Preacher & Hayes, in press). Preacher and Hayes (in press)
argued that bootstrapping method yielded greater power in detecting indirect effects and
more accurate Type I error rates in comparison with some traditional methods (e.g.,
product of coefficients strategy) when testing multiple mediation hypotheses.
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III. RESULTS
Summary of Victim Experiences
For all participants, the episode of harassment occurred 7.46 months ago, on
average, with a mean of 1.50 perpetrators and 1.94 victims involved in the harassment.
Of the perpetrators, 42.6% were female, 47.1% were male, and 10.3% did not have
gender identified. In general, the 310 usable surveys successfully covered a wide range of
commonly observed harassment instances such as yelling, threats, dirty looks, obscene
gestures, belittling, badmouthing, and minor non-consensual physical contact. Supervisor,
subordinate, coworker, and customer were reported as perpetrators for all these types of
workplace harassment.
Hypothesis Testing
Table 2 reports the means, standard deviations, correlations, and Cronbach’s
alpha reliabilities for all variables. Hypothesis 1 stated that workplace harassment would
be positively related to revenge. As shown in Table 2, workplace harassment had
significant positive correlations with both major revenge (r = .26, p < .01) and minor
revenge (r = .35, p < .01), as predicted.
Hypothesis 2a, 2b, and 3c proposed that rumination, state anger, and blame
attribution would mediate the relationship between workplace harassment and revenge.
As the direct and total indirect effects of workplace harassment on major revenge through
three mediators (i.e., rumination, state anger, and blame attribution) are .05, p > .05
and .04 (.01 < 95% bias corrected and accelerated bootstrap confidence interval < .09), p
< .05, respectively, three mediators completely mediate the proposed relationship. An
examination of the specific indirect effects displays that whereas state anger and blame
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attribution served as mediators, rumination was a suppressor in this relationship. None of
the 95% confidence intervals contained zero. Exploratory tests of the pairwise contrasts
of the indirect effects suggests that the unique indirect effect via rumination is lower than
the unique indirect effect via either state anger or blame attribution. Since the 95% bias
corrected and accelerated bootstrap confidence interval contains zero, the mediating
effects of state anger and blame attribution are not different.
Following a similar line of inquiry, Table 4 shows that rumination, state anger,
and blame attribution all uniquely mediated the relationship between workplace
harassment and minor revenge, as none of their 95% bias corrected and accelerated
bootstrap confidence intervals contain zero. A significant total indirect effect of .21 (p
< .001) with a non-significant direct effect of .005 (p > .05) indicates that, taken as a set,
rumination, state anger, and blame attribution do mediate the effect of workplace
harassment on minor revenge. Different from the multiple mediation model analyzed
above in which rumination acted as a suppressor in the workplace harassment—major
revenge relationship, all three mediators here represent significant mediators, as were
hypothesized.
Table 5 presents the percentage of the predictor effect accounted for by each
mediation path. Across the three mediators, the values ranged between 15.75% and
38.65%, with total percentages of 69.91% and 97.40%, when major revenge or minor
revenge was considered respectively. The detailed statistics indicate that the embedded
mediation paths via rumination, state anger, and blame attribution, in turn, accounted for
22.28%, 31.87%, and 15.75% within the harassment-major revenge relationship, and
24.56%, 38.65%, and 34.18% within the harassment-minor revenge relationship,
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respectively. Note that this interpretation focuses on how much percent of indirect
variance had been explained by these three proposed mediators rather than on what kind
of role (e.g., mediator or suppressor) each variable had, because mediation and
suppression are statistically identical in its essence (MacKinnon, Krull, & Lockwood,
2000).
Additionally, the two sets of results for different types of revenge in Table 6
provide the discrepancy between the revised model (constrain direct effect to zero) and
the original model. When examining major revenge, the difference between the chisquare statistics associated with revised model and the original model was not statistically
significant, Δχ (1, N = 310) = 3.85, n.s. Neither was the difference when minor revenge
was examined, Δχ (1, N = 310) = 0.02, n.s. Since the revised model (i.e., complete
mediation model) improved the parsimony of the model without a loss of model fit, a full
mediation model is supported. In summary, Hypotheses 2a to 2c are supported by the
data.
Hypotheses 3a – 4c added trait forgiveness as a moderator in the mediation model.
The present study used hierarchical moderated regression analysis to test these
hypotheses. Nine regression models were computed as shown in Tables 7, 8, and 9. The
control variables were entered in Step 1, followed by the independent variables in Step 2,
and the interaction terms in Step 3. A significant ΔR2 after the interaction term is added to
the equation provides support for a moderator effect. Because the hypotheses regarding
these moderations were a priori, directional, and derived from theory, one-tailed tests
were used to assess the statistical significance (Aguinis, 1995; Loether, & McTavish,
1988; Rogelberg, Leach, Warr, & Burnfield, 2006). Also, I plotted significant interaction
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effects (e.g., plotting values +/- 1 SD) and, to minimize multicollinearity, I also mean
centered the variables in the interaction terms (Aiken & West, 1991).
Hypotheses 3a – 3c proposed the interaction effects between workplace
harassment and trait forgiveness. As shown in Table 7, the two-way interactions did not
account for significant incremental variance in rumination (ΔR2 = .00, n.s.), state anger
(ΔR2 = .00, n.s.), and blame attribution (ΔR2 = .00, n.s.). Thus, Hypotheses 3a – 3c, which
proposed that trait forgiveness would moderate the relationship between workplace
harassment and three internal states (i.e., rumination, state anger, and blame attribution),
were not supported by the data.
Hypotheses 4a – 4c predicted that trait forgiveness would moderate the
relationship between three internal states (i.e., rumination, state anger, and blame
attribution) and revenge behavior. Tables 8 and 9 present the results for major revenge
and minor revenge, respectively. For state anger and blame attribution, the interaction
with trait forgiveness was significant (ΔR2 = .01, p < .05; ΔR2 = .02, p < .01) for major
revenge behavior (see Table 8). Both interaction plots revealed the same basic pattern of
results, as displayed in Figure 3 and Figure 4 respectively. Specifically, weaker
relationships between state anger and major revenge, and blame attribution and major
revenge, were found for individuals high in trait forgiveness than those low in trait
forgiveness. Both figures show the simple slopes for relationships between the predictors
(i.e., state anger and blame attribution) and major revenge for individuals who are one
standard deviation above and below the mean in trait forgiveness. Also, the interaction
term of rumination and trait forgiveness was not significant (ΔR2 = .00, n.s.). Therefore,
when major revenge was used as the criterion variable, Hypothesis 4a was not supported,
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whereas Hypotheses 4b and 4c were supported. With regard to minor revenge, a nonsignificant pattern of results (ΔR2 = .00, n.s.) emerged, as illustrated in Table 9. Thus,
Hypotheses 4a, 4b, and 4c were not supported when minor revenge was the criterion.
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IV. DISCUSSION
The current study found that workplace harassment yielded significant
relationships with both major revenge and minor revenge. The direct link between
workplace harassment and revenge behavior provides empirical evidence supporting the
notion that revenge is a response to certain types of provocations (e.g., Allred, 1999; Bies
& Tripp, 1996, 2005; McLean Parks, 1997; Skarlicki & Folger, 1997). It was expected
that three internal states, including rumination, state anger, and blame attribution, would
mediate the relationship between workplace harassment and revenge behavior. The
current results generally supported this mediation effect. This finding is consistent with
previous research (Bies & Tripp, 1996), in which researchers highlighted the role of a
series of cognitions and emotions, characterized by attributions, information processing,
anger, rage, and bitterness. Bies, Tripp, and colleagues further argued that the emphasis
of the central function of revenge-seeking behavior is that revenge can help the victims to
cool down the provoked hot cognitions. The results therefore extend previous research on
the underlying process of revenge behavior by showing empirically that it is the evoked
“hot cognitions” from harassments, rather than harassments themselves, that cause
revenge. Victims’ revenge-taking reactions are differentiated by the combined cognitions
and emotions.
The current study also extends previous research by showing that the effects of
state anger and blame attribution on major revenge depend on victims’ individual
personality trait forgiveness. Figures 3 and 4 revealed that the strength of the
relationships between state anger and major revenge, and blame attribution and major
revenge were weaker for victims high in forgiveness than for those low in forgiveness.
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This was consistent with the reasoning that people high in forgiveness are inhibited from
seeking revenge because they are equipped with a belief system discouraging revenge
taking. More precisely, the patterns of these two interactions support the theoretical
explanation that a victim high in trait forgiveness may be more likely to grant decisional
forgiveness toward the perpetrator in an attempt to repair the damaged relationship and
even strengthen the relationship by eschewing revenge taking or acting because of their
strong moral principles of inherent equality and the mounting forgiveness repertoire of
stored behavioral scripts.
The results of the present research were counterintuitive in at least one respect.
Specifically, the analyses failed to find that trait forgiveness moderated the effects of
workplace harassment on rumination, state anger, and blame attribution. There are at
least two possible explanations for this finding. First, trait forgiveness may exert its
effects on the internal states (e.g., rumination, state anger, and blame attribution) over
time rather than immediately. The data provide tacit support for Thompson et al.’s (2005)
findings from a student sample. Their study showed that more forgiving people are
similar to less forgiving people in their past feelings and thoughts about transgressions,
but different in their current feelings and thoughts. Their results implied that it is not the
immediately feelings and cognitions about transgressions but a significantly greater
decrease in the quantity and intensity of their negative feelings and cognitions from the
past to the present that is accountable for the differences between more forgiving people
and less forgiving people. One key feature of forgiveness mentioned is that despite
differences among forgiveness definitions, all are based on a basic assumption of
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forgiveness as prosocial change. The operation of trait forgiveness in this case is no
exception.
A second possibility is that decisional forgiveness plays a much more important
part in inhibiting actual revenge taking (i.e., behavior). Whereas the immediate internal
resultants (i.e., rumination, state anger, and blame attribution) are largely covert, the
behavioral reactions—revenge, is mostly overt. Internal resultants and revenge behavior
are different in terms of how observable they are. For fear of the potential aftermaths,
people, for the most part, should be more likely to hold back the observable revenge than
unobservable internal states. This is why people don’t always take revenge even though
they want to (Allred, 1999; Tripp & Bies, 1997). Given strong benefit-exchange
relationships in the workplace, decisional forgiveness is likely to be attached when
weighing the pros and cons of revenge taking.
As expected, minor revenge yielded stronger relationships with workplace
harassment, rumination, state anger, and blame attribution, than did major revenge. The
differences are of sufficient magnitude to suggest construct uniqueness. The moderate
correlation (r = .47) between major revenge and minor revenge provided additional
evidence regarding this point. A lack of variation in major revenge scale and its excessive
stigmatized stand may move the explanation of why major revenge was weakly related to
other workplace constructs here to a more concrete level. An encouraging aspect of the
present study that extends beyond previous research is the relationship of workplace
harassment with major revenge and minor revenge were examined separately. In so doing,
the present study not only broadened the category of revenge behavior of interest, it also
afforded an opportunity to attempt a comparison indicating likeness. The results in this
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regard revealed some unexpected findings. Firstly, inconsistent mediation (i.e., a
suppressor effect) is detected for rumination within workplace harassment—major
revenge relationship. Based upon MacKinnon, Krull, and Lockwood (2000), inconsistent
mediation is present if the indirect effect (ab) is negative, the direct effect is positive (c’),
and the total effect (c) is less than direct effect. The results indicate that the removal of
the effects of rumination increases the magnitude of the relationship between workplace
harassment and major revenge. Further analysis found that workplace harassment
appeared to increase rumination (positive sign), which in turn led to decreased major
revenge taking (negative sign). The negative association of rumination with major
revenge stands in sharp contrast to its positive relationship with minor revenge in b path.
This may challenge the previous findings by suggesting that the relationship between
rumination and revenge behavior is not as simple as they would appear. Rumination
might not always be maladaptive and functional rumination is partly contingent upon the
context. As a previous study brought to light (Tripp et al., 2002), even though revenge of
the symmetric severity to the provocation is more favorable to people, rarely does any
form of revenge receive universal approval. This could be especially so when the revenge
behavior is severe. In addition, their possible theoretical explanations suggested that
asymmetric methods (e.g., revenge at an asymmetrically severe level) are better favored
because they are more covert. Together, it is probable that people will tend to rationalize
their revenge behavior before they engage in revenge. Put another way, it would seem
significant to understand the conditions under which people might be willing to seek
revenge. Costs the victims think they would incur if they seek revenge are central in their
rationalization process. Employees who feel wronged don’t want to seek revenge in part
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because they don’t want to lose their jobs, evoke further retribution, or harm their
reputation at work (Allred, 1999). Rumination may help to gain insight into these
unwanted consequences and reconfirm one’s confidence in his or her interpretation,
especially so when revenge is severe.
Another issue of note concerns the insignificant findings that trait forgiveness
failed to exert a moderating influence on the internal states-minor revenge relationship.
Two critical differences between major revenge scale and minor revenge scale of
emphasis in the current study may be held answerable for the insignificant results here.
Again, the first also takes account of their severity levels. Similarly, considering the
harsher consequences that follow, it would be much easier for the victims to give the
severe revenge up and make the decision to forgive. Second is the issue of their
dimensional differences. Whereas the behaviors in the major revenge scale are largely
destructive, at the center of my work on the minor revenge scale is the effort to map out
both constructive and destructive revenge. A two-dimensional revenge scale is more
supportive of most researchers’ understanding about revenge (e.g., Allred, 1999; Bies &
Tripp, 2005; Bies et al., 1997; Sommers, Schell, & Vodanovich, 2002). As regards to the
forgiveness construct, controversy has been surrounding its transformational change. One
controversial aspect deals with whether the absence of negative parts (e.g, anger, blame,
revenge motive) toward the perpetrator takes sufficient account of the transformational
process of forgiveness, or whether forgiveness requires positive changes (e.g., empathy,
benevolent attribution, love) toward the perpetrator (Exline et al., 2003). Up to this point
an insignificant moderating effect of trait forgiveness on the relationship between
workplace harassment and the constructive-destructive revenge, and its significant
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moderating effect on the relationship between workplace harassment and one-dimension
destructive revenge, tend to suggest that forgiveness might not even be enough to
encourage constructive revenge, let alone further positive changes. My findings also tells
us that deep forgiveness—the end of a process and of a continuum ranging from anger,
hostility, even hatred and the desire for revenge, to understanding the other’s actions,
acceptance of the other, and an ultimate form of acceptance (Staub, 2005), could be very
hard to achieve at some point.
Future Research
First, the two-fold character of rumination (i.e., functional versus dysfunctional)
in the workplace harassment—revenge relationship and the differential effects of the
interaction terms forming by trait forgiveness and internal states on two levels of revenge
is still unclear. Future research should distinguish their relationships with major and
minor forms of revenge. Additional effort is needed to determine what role the severity
levels of revenge behavior would play.
Second, more research is needed to further examine other possible mediators and
moderators within the workplace harassment—revenge relationship. The complexity of
people’s emotions, attributions, attributions, interpretations, beliefs and behaviors maps
more challenges onto a comprehensive theoretical framework, particularly in the volatile
social fabric of organizational life. I do not suggest that my mediation model covers all
possible causal flows, but merely indicates some critical and typical mediators commonly
addressed before. Previous research on revenge (e.g., Allred, 1999; Aquino et al., 2001,
2006; Bies & Tripp, 1996, 2005; Bies et al., 1997; Folger & Skarlicki, 2005; McLean
Parks, 1997) indicates that the development of revenge behavior is characterized by a rich
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variety of factors. Further research might also need to examine other variables of primary
importance in this process, ranging from cognitions (e.g., self-fulfilling attributions),
emotions (e.g., frustration), to contextual determinants (e.g., associated costs, strength of
the interpersonal relationships).
Third, additional data need to be collected to validate the minor revenge scale.
Even though exploratory factor analysis showed that the minor revenge scale behaves in
a manner that is consistent with its theoretical framework and its coefficient alpha is
fairly high, more validation data need to be collected.
Fourth, future research is warranted to test if the proposed model in the current
study can also be applied to moral revenge. By moral revenge, Skarlicki and Folger (2004)
suggested that people other than the victim can make fairness judgments and be
motivated to react to mistreatment. In this case, although the third-party perceivers are
not directly and personally victimized or disadvantaged by the harm-doer, their moral
perceptions of the mistreatment can still motivate them to punish the perpetrators who are
deemed unfair. What would the bystanders react when they see their coworkers are
mistreated? By answering this question, a potential avenue for further research is whether
similar results would be obtained if the participants are not the victims but the third-party
perceivers.
Limitations
Several limitations of the present study are noteworthy. First, all the data were
cross-sectional and based upon self-reports. Thus, this study does not allow firm
conclusions about the causal relationships and the common method variance may result
in an overstatement of the relationships among variables. Common method bias could be
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a serious problem for a study using self-report procedure (Podsakoff, MacKenzie, Lee, &
Podsakoff, 2003). However, Spector (2006) recently argued that this issue is overstated.
There was little difference between self- and peer-report data of counterproductive work
behavior (Fox, Spector, Goh, & Bruursema, 2007).
Second, faulty recall is unavoidable due to time elapse. Although I took
precautions against inaccurate recall by only asking for critical incidents within the last
12 months, this type of context establishment is not completely error free (Sudman &
Bradburn, 1982). However, a one-item measure of feedback (i.e., I was able to remember
the mistreatment in detail) did show that most participants can recall the specified
experience quite well.
Third, some self-report variables, including rumination, state anger, blame
attribution, and revenge, could be susceptible to social desirability biases. It is believed
that those who score higher on measures of social desirability are less likely to admit
engaging in socially undesirable behaviors (e.g., Hunsley, Vito, Pinsent, James, &
Lefebvre, 1996). A study on partner abuse conducted by Bell and Naugle (2007) found
sex difference emerged as a significant influence on people’s engagement of social
desirability. Specifically, women’s social desirability scores are significantly higher than
are men’s. Due to the majority of females in the current study, it is very likely that
revenge behavior has been underreported. However, self-report studies regarding
people’s social desirability on other such topics (Bennett & Robinson, 2000) indicated
that people are willing to admit engaging in undesirable behavior. The lack of consensus
on this point implies that people may either underreport their revenge behavior or not.
Multiple-source data would be preferred to rule out social desirability bias.
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Finally, another limitation of the study concerns the extent to which one can
generalize the findings from the specific nature of sample. The analyses were based on a
convenience sample of employed students who primarily occupy low status positions in
organizations. For fear of losing desired outcomes (e.g., pay, promotion), low status
victims might be more likely to refrain from pursuing revenge (Aquino et al., 2001). Also,
gender difference in workplace harassment suggested that indirect aggression such as
social exclusion or spreading rumors is more typical for women than for men, who prefer
direct aggression such as shouting or humiliating (Zapf et al., 2003). Both the inclusion
of low-status employed students and a majority of female participants (i.e., 70%) in the
current study may limit the generalizability of the results to other types of samples.
Practical Implications
Despite these limitations, this study has important practical implications. First,
organizations may be able to reduce the escalated workplace harassment through the
management of rumination, state anger, and blame attribution. The dynamic nature of
workplace conflict introduces a fundamental tenet in the issue of focus here: workplace
harassment is prone to escalate. The present findings are consistent with previous
research (e.g., Kim & Smith, 1993) in demonstrating that revenge usually takes the first
step in the escalation process. Given this, Keashly and Nowell (2003) suggest that the
concepts of individual conflict management strategies, escalation and intervention
approaches are of crucial value in terms of the melioration of workplace harassment. The
current findings support that the specific internal states (i.e., rumination, state anger, and
blame attribution) involved in workplace harassment warrant the considerable focus
when practicing these approaches. Interventions concerning rumination, state anger, and
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blame attribution expand the number of potential remedies in the amelioration of
workplace conflict.
My findings implicate a selection solution to conflict resolution, in which
individuals with certain personality tendency (i.e., low in trait forgiveness) should be
screened out of the organization during the selection process. One step ahead, forgiveness
is not only an internal belief or stable personality, but also an offense-specific coping
strategy. The positive effects of trait forgiveness in the current study, at least to some
degree, show that organizations must by necessity consider forgiveness as a therapeutic
option. Workplace relationships will certainly benefit from forgiveness in the aftermath
of wrongdoing.
Summary
In closing, I found evidence that rumination, state anger, and blame attribution
mediated the relationship between workplace harassment and revenge and trait
forgiveness exerted a moderating influence on the relationship between state anger and
major revenge, and blame attribution and major revenge. These findings are relevant for
repairing damaged interpersonal relationships in the workplace. Given the theoretical and
practical significance of workplace harassment, future research is certainly warranted.
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Table 1
Principal Components Analysis of Minor Revenge Items
Factor
1.
2.
3.
4.
5.
6.
7.
8.

Item
I worked harder to prove they were wrong.
I avoided them at work on purpose.
I refused to acknowledge them at work.
I ignored them at work.
I bad-mouthed them with somebody else at work.
I was nasty or rude to them at work.
I gave dirty looks to them at work to make them feel bad.
I gossiped about them to another employee.

Eigenvalue
% variance explained
Note. Boldface values indicate that the item loads on the factor.
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Destructive
-.20
.30
.37
.38
.84
.79
.73
.82

Constructive
.51
.81
.82
.81
.12
.18
.29
.04

2.99
37.45

2.40
30.11

Table 2
Descriptive Statistics and Inter-correlations between Study Variables

Variable

M

SD

1

2

3

4

5

6

7

8

9

10

11

12

1. Trait Forgiveness

3.40

0.64

(.74)

2. Workplace Harassment

4.29

1.51

-.15*

(.88)

3. Rumination

1.93

1.37

-.14*

.60**

(.96)

4. State Anger

2.61

0.83

-.24**

.56**

.60**

(.95)

5. Blame Attribution

3.36

1.18

-.26**

.53**

.53**

.55**

(.91)

6. Major Revenge

1.40

0.63

-.26**

.26**

.14*

.32**

.27**

(.80)

7. Minor Revenge

2.27

0.95

-.18**

.35**

.42**

.46**

.45**

.47**

(.84)

8. Age

19.52

3.47

-.03

.11

.08

.08

.06

-.01

-.05

NA

9. Tenure

23.67

20.66

.04

-.04

.00

-.01

-.03

-.02

-.05

.54**

NA

10. Hours

21.33

10.97

.00

.10

.09

.05

.04

.04

.07

.22**

.19**

NA

11. Time

7.46

12.34

.03

.12*

.14*

.10

.09

.04

.05

.51**

.64**

.16**

NA

12. Number of Perpetrators

1.50

1.09

.14*

.07

.05

.10

.02

.02

.01

-.06

.00

-.13*

-.04

NA

13. Number of Victims

1.94

2.74

.05

.10

-.03

.01

.06

.03

.02

.00

.02

.13*

.03

.04

NA

14. Gender of Victim

1.30

0.46

-.04

.00

-.03

.11

-.05

.20**

-.03

.22**

.12*

.12*

.13*

-.01

.01

NA

15. Gender of Perpetrator

1.53

.50

-.13*

.17**

.03

.12*

.15*

.23**

.15*

.01

.03

.05

.01

-.05

.00

.23**

Note. N = 310. *p < .05, two-tailed; **p < .01, two-tailed. Alpha reliabilities are in parentheses and appear on the diagonal. For gender 1 = Female; 2 = Male.
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13

14

15

NA

Table 3
Mediation of the Effect of Workplace Harassment on Major Revenge through Rumination, State Anger, and Blame Attribution
Product of
Coefficients
Point
Estimate
Indirect Effects
Rumination
State Anger
Blame Attribution

-.04*
.06***
.03*

SE
.01
.01
.01

Z
-2.32
3.51
2.00

Percentile 95% CI
Lower
Upper

Bootstrapping
BC 95% CI
Lower
Upper

-.08
.03
.001

-.08
.03
.001

-.0004
.10
.06

-.001
.10
.06

BCa 95% CI
Lower
Upper
-.09
.03
.002

Total Indirect Effect
.04*
.02
2.36
.01
.09
.01
.09
.01
Contrasts
Rumination vs. Anger
-.10***
.02
-3.55
-.17
-.04
-.17
-.04
-.18
Rumination vs. Blame Attribution
-.07**
.02
-2.80
-.13
-.01
-.13
-.01
-.14
Anger vs. Blame Attribution
.03
.02
1.21
-.01
.08
-.01
.08
-.01
Note. N = 310. *p < .05, two-tailed; **p < .01, two-tailed; ***p < .001, two-tailed. BC = bias corrected; BCa = bias corrected and accelerated; Number of
Resamples = 5,000. Total effect is the first two digits of the sum of indirect effects calculated using the original four-digit number.
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-.002
.10
.06
.09
-.04
-.01
.08
Bootstrap

Table 4
Mediation of the Effect of Workplace Harassment on Minor Revenge through Rumination, State Anger, and Blame Attribution
Product of
Coefficients
Point
Estimate
Indirect Effects
Rumination
State Anger
Blame Attribution

.05*
.08***
.07***

SE
.02
.02
.02

Z
2.14
3.54
3.49

Percentile 95% CI
Lower
Upper

Bootstrapping
BC 95% CI
Lower
Upper

BCa 95% CI
Lower
Upper

-.002
.03
.03

-.001
.03
.03

-.002
.03
.03

.11
.14
.12

.11
.15
.12

.11
.14
.12

Total Indirect Effect
.21***
.03
7.03
.16
.27
.16
.27
.16
.27
Contrasts
Rumination vs. Anger
-.03
.04
-.78
-.13
.05
-.13
.05
-.13
.05
Rumination vs. Blame Attribution
-.02
.03
-.58
-.10
.06
-.10
.06
-.10
.05
Anger vs. Blame Attribution
.01
.03
.27
-.06
.09
-.06
.09
-.07
.09
Note. N = 310. *p < .05, two-tailed; ***p < .001, two-tailed. BC = bias corrected; BCa = bias corrected and accelerated; Number of Bootstrap Resamples = 5000. Total effect
is the first two digits of the sum of indirect effects calculated using the original four-digit number.
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Table 5
Indirect Effect, Direct Effect, and Total Effect of Mediation of the Three Mediators, by Revenge Type
Minor Revenge
Major Revenge
Variables
I
D
T
P (%)
I
D
T
P (%)
Harassment
.05
.19***
.005
.22***
Rumination
-.04*
22.28%
.05*
24.56%
Anger
.06***
31.87%
.08***
38.65%
Blame
.03*
15.75%
.07***
34.18%
TI
.13***
69.91%
.21***
97.40%
Note. N = 310. *p < .05, two-tailed; ***p < .001, two-tailed. I = indirect effect; TI = total indirect
effect; D = direct effect; T = total effect; P = the mediated percentage.
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Table 6
Fit of the Research Models Involving Major Revenge or Minor Revenge
Major Model

χ

df

p

Δχ

Δdf

Minor Model

χ

df

p

Δχ

Δdf

M1
0
0
M1
0
0
M2
3.85 1 .05 3.85
1
M2
.02 1 .89 .02
1
Note. N = 310. M1: default model; M2: model in which direct effect was constrained to 0.
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Table 7
Moderated Regression Analyses Involving Workplace Harassment and Trait Forgiveness
Rumination
Variable
1.Demographic Controls
Age
Tenure
Hours
Time
Number of Perpetrators
Number of Victims
Gender of Victim
Gender of Perpetrator
2.Predictor
Workplace Harassment
Trait Forgiveness
3.Interaction
Workplace Harassment ×
Trait Forgiveness
Change in R2
R2
Adjusted R2
F

Step 1

.08
-.19*
.09
.23**
.08
-.05
-.07
.05

Step 2

-.03
-.01
.05
.08
.02
-.10*
-.01
-.07
.59***
-.04

.05
.03
1.93*

.32***
.37
.35
67.01***

State Anger
Step 3

-.02
-.01
.05
.09
.01
-.10*
-.02
-.07

Step 1

.05
-.18*
.04
.18*
.10*
-.01
.05
.11*

Step 2

Blame Attribution
Step 3

.51***
-.17**

.45***
-.20***

.46***
-.20***

-.04
.00
.33
.31
.60

.24***
.31
.29
46.88***

.04
.00
.31
.29
.72

.60***
-.04

.51***
-.17**

.06
.00
.37
.35
1.54

.28***
.33
.31
56.39***
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Step 3

.00
-.05
-.01
.10
.03
.02
-.09*
.07

-.06
.00
.01
.05
.07
-.05
.10*
-.01

Note. Standardized beta coefficients are reported. *p < .05, one-tailed; **p < .01, one-tailed; ***p < .001, one-tailed.

.09
-.21**
.02
.21**
.06
.05
-.13*
.19**

Step 2

-.01
-.05
.00
.10
.03
.02
-.09*
.07

-.05
-.01
.01
.06
.06
-.05
.10*
-.01

.05
.02
1.74*

Step 1

.07
.05
2.67**

Table 8
Moderated Regression Analyses Involving Internal States, Trait Forgiveness, and Major Revenge
Ordered Predictors

Beta

1. Demographic Controls
Age
Tenure
Hours
Time
Number of Perpetrators
Number of Victims
Gender of Victim
Gender of Perpetrator
2. Predictor
Rumination
Trait Forgiveness
3. Moderator
Rumination ×
Trait Forgiveness

Change in R2
.09***

-.07
-.07
.02
.09
.08
.04
.18**
.17**
.06***
.09
-.24***
.00
-.08

1. Demographic Controls
Age
Tenure
Hours
Time
Number of Perpetrators
Number of Victims
Gender of Victim
Gender of Perpetrator
2. Predictor
State Anger
Trait Forgiveness
3. Moderator
State Anger ×
Trait Forgiveness

.09***
-.06
-.04
.02
.05
.07
.03
.16**
.15**
.10***
.23***
-.18**
.01*
-.11*

1. Demographic Controls
.09***
Age
-.07
Tenure
-.05
Hours
.03
Time
.07
Number of Perpetrators
.08
Number of Victims
.03
Gender of Victim
.21***
Gender of Perpetrator
.14**
2. Predictor
.08***
Blame Attribution
.19***
Trait Forgiveness
-.18**
3. Moderator
.02**
Blame Attribution ×
Trait Forgiveness
-.13**
Note. Standardized beta coefficients are reported. *p < .05, one-tailed; **p < .01, one-tailed; ***p < .001,
one-tailed.
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Table 9
Moderated Regression Analyses Involving Internal States, Trait Forgiveness, and Minor Revenge
Ordered Predictors

Beta

1. Demographic Controls
Age
Tenure
Hours
Time
Number of Perpetrators
Number of Victims
Gender of Victim
Gender of Perpetrator
2. Predictor
Rumination
Trait Forgiveness
3. Moderator
Rumination ×
Trait Forgiveness

Change in R2
.06*

-.10
-.08
.06
.11
.02
.03
-.05
.14**
.16***
.39***
-.12*
.00
-.02

1. Demographic Controls
Age
Tenure
Hours
Time
Number of Perpetrators
Number of Victims
Gender of Victim
Gender of Perpetrator
2. Predictor
State Anger
Trait Forgiveness
3. Moderator
State Anger ×
Trait Forgiveness

.06*
-.08
-.09
.08
.12
-.01
.02
-.10*
.11*
.19***
.44***
-.06
.00
-.01

1. Demographic Controls
.06*
Age
-.09
Tenure
-.09
Hours
.08
Time
.13*
Number of Perpetrators
.01
Number of Victims
-.01
Gender of Victim
-.03
Gender of Perpetrator
.09
2. Predictor
.14***
Blame Attribution
.37***
Trait Forgiveness
-.07
3. Moderator
.00
Blame Attribution ×
Trait Forgiveness
.05
Note. Standardized beta coefficients are reported. *p < .05, one-tailed; **p < .01, one-tailed; ***p < .001,
one-tailed.
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Figure Captions
Figure 1. Proposed mediation model involving major revenge.
Figure 2. Proposed mediation model involving minor revenge.
Figure 3. Follow-up analyses for trait forgiveness as a moderator of the relationship between
state anger and major revenge.
Figure 4. Follow-up analyses for trait forgiveness as a moderator of the relationship between
blame attribution and major revenge.
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Rumination

.54***

Anger

.30***
.41***

Harassment

.20***

Blame Attribution
.05

-.08*

.07*

Major Revenge
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Rumination

.54***

Anger
.28***

.30***
.41***

Harassment

.10*

Blame Attribution .18***
.00
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Minor Revenge

Moderation by Trait Forgiveness

Major Revenge

2.5
2
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1.5
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1
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0
1

2

3
4
State Anger
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5

Moderation by Trait Forgiveness

Major Revenge
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2
b = .33

1.5
1

High Forgiveness
Low Forgiveness

b = .10

0.5
0
1

2

3
4
5
Blame Attribution
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6

Appendix
Pilot Version of the Workplace Harassment Scale
1.

I considered this episode of mistreatment to be very serious.

2.

I think of this example of mistreatment as a major injustice.

3.

My opinion at the time was that this mistreatment was very severe.

4.

I considered this episode of mistreatment to be mild.

5.

This episode of mistreatment could have been a lot worse.

6.

At the time I thought this episode of mistreatment was really not a big deal.

7.

This episode was a serious form of mistreatment.

8.

This episode of mistreatment was extreme.

9.

This episode of mistreatment was so severe that I would never want it to happen again.

10. This episode of mistreatment is definitely unfair.
11. I suffered severe mistreatment in this episode.
12. This was merely a mild episode of mistreatment.
13. This would be a severe form of mistreatment for most people.
14. Other people would generally perceive this as a mild episode.
15. This mistreatment was too severe to suffer.
16. This episode of mistreatment was fierce.
17. This episode is a harsh form of mistreatment to most people.
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